Federal Communications Commission
445 124, Street, S.w.

Washington, D.C. 20554

Re: NPRM 14-28
Dear FcC Commissioners:

i is important inquiry.

Thank you for making a period of public commentary available on this imp I
- nd in networking and I¥.

| am a telecom/internet engineer (CCNP, CCNA, MSc (Eng)) with s baCkgir:;utechnomgy at the Department of
recent relocation to the US, | have been a Research Fellow n o  earned my PhD in 2009. | havg a
Management at the London S:chool of Economics and Political Science where rch, business models analysis,
wide range of practical and academic experience in mobile techqo_logv S ro"ects}- | have been hired to
telecommunications strategy, mobile payments, big data and mult:d:s?lplmarv P mlnents on a range of digital
work on research for the Eu;opean Union, United Kingdom, and Brazilian gover
economy and related engineering topics.

i i i hile it is important
| have studied network neutrality and its implications in various mt\c_-rnatu:untaIa(':it::ntaes:t(itts.W‘v'\:ica"y U e b
that the FCC looks at issues of competition in the broadband market, net m:lu Ir . ‘;ntemet o S el
advocates and policy makers, is predicated on on obsolete layered mode ﬁations ol o bt
internet service providers in a theoretical position to foreclose content and applic

My detailed study of the internet in the US and Europe .shows that internet ne;works ?red nbo I;)inigt:

ized by this two-sided market archetype. Today’s internet networks are. characterized by g
chal‘_aCtEf;fo rms and modular business models. Traditional perspectives of two-sided markets comprising
i p'aati?:ns providers in the middle with content providers on one side and end users on the other are
Cowmurzlclaced by modular business models to facilitate network investment and content delivery. The
;l;:;r;(giigmp of content/application providers pa.ssively accessir\g .O.f tralnsport ne.tworks is giving way to a
proactive approaches in which content provider develop |f1d|.wdu‘allzed solutions a
advanced, dynamic content delivery and compfetitive differentiation, in other w:
analysis is required for this new type of complexity.

nd relationships for
ords a multi-sided economic

Internet service providers (ISPs) simply don’t have the market power that net neutrality advocates claim,
Indeed there was little evidence before and now that I1SPs have even acted on incentives to foreclose content
and application providers. If anything, the market power in today’s internet is wielded by platform providers
such as Google, Amazon, Apple, Facebook, Netflix and so forth, not the 15Ps,

As such, regulating just one party, for example reclassifying broadband providers
only inappropriate in a converged digital world, by

t threatens to derail the evolving, innovative, and
competitive internet ecosystem. As competition in the internet and Communication industry is highly co;n lex
and dynamic, a transition to a general competition regime which will apply equally to a technol ’
companies networks, and business models is preferable, not net neutrality. A general framework is noosgc:zls\;

as common carriers, is not



